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Abstract—The recent literature contains a multitude of exten-
sions of (axiomatic) notions from the context of ordinary fuzzy
sets to more general contexts. Using the language of lattices,
we provide a general and compact formulation encompassing a
large number of those notions and their potential extensions to
even more complex frameworks. The new formulation offers a
unifying perspective of the different measures and operations
between (generalised) fuzzy sets and has a potential impact
on the simplification of the redundancy mathematical proofs
concerning the formal relations between the different notions,
and the properties of certain particular constructive definitions.
Index Terms—Interval-valued fuzzy sets, Atanassov intuition-
istic fuzzy sets, L-fuzzy sets
I. INTRODUCTION
We have very recently studied [1] a vast collection of
axiomatic definitions in the context of fuzzy sets, and their
corresponding extensions to more general frameworks such as
interval-valued [2] and Atanassov intuitionistic fuzzy sets [3].
We adopted a completely formal perspective and we concluded
that many of those extensions followed very similar formal
procedures. We observed that all those axiomatic extensions
could be separated into two categories (real-valued vs set-
valued extensions).
For each of those two categories, we managed to provide a
general formulation encompassing many (apparently different)
procedures of extensions found in the recent literature. Regard-
ing set-valued extensions, the general procedure involved the
transformation of every “property” P included in the original
list of axioms into its corresponding “interval extension”.
Something analogous could be said about “point-valued” or
“scalar extensions”.
Apart from the need to separate our extension procedures
into those two categories, they could only be applied to real-
valued measures, but not to other kinds of functions like
operations between fuzzy sets (union, intersection, comple-
ment, etc.) So, in the end, we had found two general (and
a bit convoluted) procedures respectively generalising set-
valued and point-valued extensions of real-valued measures
from fuzzy sets to interval-valued and Atanassov intuitionistic
fuzzy sets.
Now we have a more ambitious purpose: we aim at finding
a single general formulation that covers not only set-valued
and point-valued extensions of numerical-valued measures
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altogether, but also extensions of operations between fuzzy
sets.
Furthermore, our formulation will not only apply to interval-
valued or Atanassov intuitionistic fuzzy sets (IVF and AIF
sets, for short), but also to other even more general frameworks
such as type 2 fuzzy sets (T2F sets) [2] or hesitant fuzzy sets
(HF sets) [4], among others. This will be possible by means
of formulating everything in terms of lattices: Let us recall
that (ordinary) fuzzy sets, IVF sets, AIF sets or T2F sets
(among many other extensions of fuzzy sets encountered in
the literature, see [5]) can be regarded as particular instances
of L-fuzzy sets (where L stands for “lattice”, see [6] for
further details), by means of considering the different partial
orderings associated to the different notions of “inclusion” in
those contexts.
Let us furthermore notice that, if we consider an arbitrary
lattice L and a universe U , the set of functions LU (charac-
terising the family of L-fuzzy subsets of U) also inherits the
properties of lattices. In fact, an analysis of the convolution
operator in this general setting was done in [7]. Let us finally
observe that any bounded interval of the real line, together with
the usual ordering between numbers, can be also regarded as
a lattice. Thus, we can easily observe that both real-valued
measures and operations between fuzzy sets fit the general
formulation M : LU× (k). . . ×LU → L′, where the lattice L′ is
either a subset of the real line or the family of fuzzy subsets
of U , LU .
In the rest of the paper, we will elaborate on this idea, and
provide a general and very compact formulation encompassing
many recent axiomatic notions introduced in the context of
fuzzy sets together with their corresponding extensions to
more general contexts such as IVF sets, AIF sets, T2F sets
and HF sets, among others. In fact, the recent literature is
full of cases of different extensions of the same notion to
different contexts. To give an example, the axiomatic notion
of “divergence” between fuzzy sets ([8]) has been recently
extended to the case of AIF sets ([9]) and HF sets ([10]).
According to the general formulation proposed in the present
manuscript, those separate definitions can be seen as particular
instances of a single general one. Furthermore, Montes et al.
([8]) had proved that some additional properties could be de-
rived from the axioms of divergence measure, in the particular
context of fuzzy sets. Recently [9] and [10] extended some of
those results to the context of AIF and HF sets, by means
of offering separate proofs in the respective contexts. With
our general formulation in terms of lattices, those separate
proofs would not be necessary anymore. A single proof in the
general context of lattices would suffice to derive the same
mathematical result in every particular context. This can be
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applied to a multitude of mathematical results already proved
in the context of fuzzy set that have not been extended to more
general contexts.
II. PRELIMINARIES
Let (L,≤L) be a lattice. Let LU denote the collection of
functions from U to L. Let us consider the following ordering
on LU :
A ≤LU B if A(x) ≤L B(x)∀x ∈ U.
We observe that (LU ,≤LU ) is, in turn, a new lattice. In fact,
given A,B ∈ LU we can easily check that:
inf{A,B}(x) = inf{A(x), B(x)}, and
sup{A,B}(x) = sup{A(x), B(x)},∀x ∈ U.
We will respectively denote them as A ∧B = inf{A,B} and
A ∨B = sup{A,B}.
Let us now consider the collection of intervals of elements
of L:
L = {[a, b] : a, b ∈ L with a ≤ b}
and the following (partial) order defined on it:
[a, b] ≤L [c, d] if a ≤ c and b ≤ d.
Then the pair (L,≤L) is also a lattice. More than that, from
the above statements we can derive that (LU ,≤LU ) is in turn
a lattice. Let us furthermore consider the collection I(LU )
denoting the collection of intervals of LU of the form:
[A,B] = {X ∈ LU : A ≤LU X ≤LU B},
∀A,B ∈ LU with A ≤LU B. The interval [A,A] denotes the
singleton {A}, that we can identify with the element A ∈ LU .
Thus, the set I(LU ) can be seen as a superset of LU .
On the other hand, every element [A,B] ∈ I(LU ) can be
identified with an L-valued mapping [A,B] : U → L defined
as follows:
[A,B](x) = [A(x), B(x)], ∀x ∈ U.
Thus, the set of intervals of elements of LU , I(LU ), can
be identified with the set of functions from U to L, LU .
Let us furthermore notice that the collection of functions LU
represents the family of L-fuzzy subsets of U and I(LU ) ≡ LU
can be identified with the L-interval-valued fuzzy subsets of
U .
When L is in particular the unit interval (with the usual
ordering over the real line), we can identify the set LU with the
collection of (ordinary) fuzzy subsets of U . In this work, we
will consider mappings of the form M : LU× (k). . . ×LU → L′,
where the ordered set (L′,≤L′) is also assumed to be a
lattice. In many situations, L′ represents, in particular, either a
bounded interval of the real line (R) or the set of functions LU .
The first case (L′ = R) corresponds to the case of numerical-
valued measures (similarity measures, distance measures, etc.),
while the second case corresponds to operations between L-
fuzzy sets, such as the intersection, the union or the comple-
ment.
As we have mentioned in the Introduction, we have very
recently examined the different procedures used in the liter-
ature in order to extend those measures and operations from
the context of fuzzy sets to more general frameworks, such as
interval-valued fuzzy sets and Atanassov intuitionistic fuzzy
sets. In the case of numerical-valued measures (L′ = R),
their corresponding extended versions can be either point-
valued or set-valued (see [11], [1] and references therein for
an overview). According to the above notation, those gen-
eralised measures respectively fit the following formulations
M : LU× (k). . . ×LU → L′ and M : LU× (k). . . ×LU → L′.
In words, in each of those cases, the final space is either the
original lattice L′ or the family of intervals of the original one
L′.
Alternatively, in the case of extensions of fuzzy-sets opera-
tions, M takes the form M : LU× (k). . . ×LU → LU . (i.e., its
final space is LU ) and furthermore its extension to interval-
valued fuzzy sets takes the form ext(M) : LU× (k). . . ×LU →
LU .
Most axiomatic definitions of measures and operations
were originally formulated in the context of (ordinary) fuzzy
sets. Notwithstanding, most of those definitions can be easily
generalised to the case where L represents an arbitrary lattice,
not necessarily the unit interval. For the sake of simplicity
and shortness, let LUk denote the initial space of the mapping
M , i.e., the Cartesian product of k components of the form
LU . Let the reader notice that LUk together with the product
(component-wise) order, ≤LUk , also satisfies the properties of
lattices.
We can in turn consider n-tuples of elements of LUk
and define a component-wise ordering over the set LUk∗n =
LUk × (n). . . ×LUk , that we will denote as L from now on. The
pair (L,≤L) = (LUk∗n,≤LUk∗n) also satisfies the properties of
lattices. We can additionally consider the set 2L of mappings
from L to the binary set {0, 1}, representing the power set of
L, together with the partial ordering associated to the inclusion
relation. The pair (2L,⊆) also satisfies the properties of lat-
tices. Furthermore, the set LUk∗n together with the component-
wise ordering defined on it is also a lattice. Let us denote it L.
We will also consider its power set 2L and the lattice structure
(2L,⊆). Table I summarises the information provided in this
section.
TABLE I
DIFFERENT LATTICES INVOLVED IN THIS GENERAL FORMULATION.
GENERIC ELEMENT SET ORDER
a L ≤L
[a, b] with a, b ∈ L, a ≤L b L ≤L
A : U → L LU ≤LU
A : U → L LU ≤LU
~A = (A,B, . . .), with A,B, (k). . .∈ LU LUk ≤LU
k
A = ( ~A1, . . . , ~An) with ~Ai ∈ LUk L = LUk∗n ≤L=≤LU
k∗n
A 2L ⊆
A = ( ~A1, . . . , ~An) with ~Ai ∈ LUk L = LUk∗n ≤L=≤LU
k∗n
A 2L ⊆
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We will make use of the above notation in order to present
our general formulation in the next section.
III. AXIOMS OF L′-VALUED MEASURES AND OPERATIONS
BETWEEN L-FUZZY SETS
As we have mentioned in the Introduction, we have formally
analysed in [1] and [11] an extensive collection of procedures
of generalisation of numerical-valued measures from fuzzy
sets to the contexts of IVF sets and AIF sets. We have
distinguished between “scalar extensions” and “set-valued
extensions”.
In every “axiomatic” extension, the authors consider some
particular notion originally defined in the context of fuzzy sets
by means of a list of properties, and then adapt or extend each
of those properties to the case of interval-valued or Atanassov
intuitionistic fuzzy sets. We have reviewed in [1] a number of
extensions and encompassed them into two different general
extension procedures (respectively for set-valued measures and
for numerical-valued extensions) Our study was restricted to
the case of measures of the type M : [0, 1]U× (k). . . ×[0, 1]U →
R and did apply to other cases such as operations between
fuzzy sets, that can be expressed as mappings of the form
M : [0, 1]U× (k). . . ×[0, 1]U → [0, 1]U .
In this paper, we go a step forward and, by means of using
the language of lattices, we manage to provide a single general
formulation that simultaneously encompasses all the previous
extensions (set-valued and numerical-valued extensions of nu-
merical measures, plus extensions of operations between fuzzy
sets). Furthermore, this new approach encompasses in a single
formula the original definition (in the fuzzy-sets context) and
its corresponding extensions to the case of interval-valued
fuzzy sets, as well as further extensions to even more complex
structures such as type 2 fuzzy sets.
We will therefore refer in general to L′-valued mappings
of the form M : LUk × (n). . . ×LUk → L′. For the sake of
simplicity, we will consider finite universes, and without loss
of generality, we will identify each of them with the finite
collection of natural numbers, [m] = {1, . . . ,m} where m
represents the corresponding (finite) cardinality. Thus, L[m]k
will denote the collection of L-fuzzy subsets of a universe
of cardinality m ∈ N. We will show that many axiomatic
definitions from the literature follow a similar formal pattern
that can be described as follows. Every definition is expressed
in terms of a list of axioms, each of them matches the
following general formula:
Definition 1: Consider a pair of lattices, L and L′. Given a
particular tuple of mappings (F,G,H1, H2, T ):
• F : L[m]k∗n → L[m]k∗n, G : L[m]k∗n → L[m]k∗n,
• H1 : L
[m]
k∗n → L[m]k , H2 : L[m]k∗n → L[m]k ,
• T : L[m]k∗n → L′,
and a vector of scalars (λ1, λ2, λ3) ∈ {−1, 0, 1}3 with
−1 ≤ λ1 + λ2 + λ3 ≤ 1, we say that the mapping
M : ∪m∈NL[m]k → L′ satisfies the lattice-fuzzy property
P = P(F,G,H1,H2,T,λ1,λ2,λ3,4,5,©) if:
{A : F (A)4G(A)}©
{A :
2∑
i=1
λiM(Hi(A)) + λ3T (A)5 0L′}, (1)
Where
• 4 represents either ≤
L
[m]
k∗n
, ≥
L
[m]
k∗n
, or =
L
[m]
k∗n
,
• 5 represents either ≤L′ , ≥L′ or =L′ , and
• © either represents either ⊆, ⊇ or =
(⊆ denotes the set inclusion -lattice ordering- defined on 2L,
as mentioned in the set of preliminaries).
Remark 1: In the above equation,© either represents a set-
inclusion or an equality. The distinction between both of them
is related to the notions of “property of type 1” and “property
of type 2” considered in [1].
Remark 2: For the sake of shortness, from now on we will
refer to lattice-fuzzy properties as L-fuzzy properties.
Remark 3: The above expression
∑2
i=1 λiM(Hi(A)) +
λ3T (A)5 0L′ included in Equation (1) needs a clarification,
as we have not assumed the existence of the sum or the
multiplication by a scalar on L′. It is a compact expression
encompassing the following options, each of them in accor-
dance with a particular selection of the tuple (λ1, λ2, λ3,5).
Thus, it should be interpreted as:
• M(H1(A)) ≥L′ M(H2(A)),
for (λ1, λ2, λ3,5) ∈ {(−1, 1, 0,≤L′), (1,−1, 0,≥L′)},
• M(H1(A)) ≤L′ M(H2(A)),
for (λ1, λ2, λ3,5) ∈ {(−1, 1, 0,≥L′), (1,−1, 0,≤L′)},
• M(H1(A)) ≥L′ T (A)
when (λ1, λ2, λ3,5) ∈ {(−1, 0, 1,≤L′), (1, 0,−1,≥L′)},
and
• M(H1(A)) ≤L′ T (A)
when (λ1, λ2, λ3,5) ∈ {(−1, 0, 1,≥L′), (1, 0,−1,≤L′)}.
Example 1: Suppose for instance that H1 and H2 are defined
on L[m]2∗2 as follows:
H1((A,B), (C,D)) = (A ∩ C,B ∩ C),
H2((A,B), (C,D)) = (A,B),
∀ ((A,B), (C,D)) ∈ L[m]2∗2, ∀m ∈ N, and consider the tuple
(λ1, λ2, λ3,5) = (1,−1, 0,≥L′). In this particular case, the
above expression,
∑2
i=1 λiM(Hi(A)) + λ3T (A) 5 0L′ , is
interpreted as:
M(A ∩ C,B ∩ C) ≥L′ M(A,B).
(This expression appears in the definition of divergence be-
tween (interval-valued) fuzzy sets and their extensions (see
the original definition in [8] and its extension to IVF sets in
[9]).
Remark 4: We assume, for the sake of generality, the
existence of arbitrary mappings F , G, H1, H2 and T satisfying
Equation (1). Notwithstanding we should notice that they
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fulfill some additional restrictions in most of the cases: in
particular, in most of the examples to be reviewed in this
manuscript, F is made up of one or two components (n = 1
or n = 2). In the first case, F is a mapping from L[m]k to
L
[m]
k . In the second case, it can be written as a pair (F1, F2)
with Fi : L
[m]
k∗2 → L[m]k , i = 1, 2. In the first case (n = 1),
the coefficient λ2 is usually null and H1 coincides with F .
In the second case, H1 and H2 usually coincide respectively
with F1 and F2.
On the other hand, F and G are usually expressed in
terms of projections, permutations, and operations between L-
fuzzy sets. With respect to the mapping T , we can distinguish
two different kinds of formulations: in all the reviewed cases
where the original fuzzy set definition corresponds to the case
L′ = R, T is defined as a constant while, in those cases where
L′ = LU , it is defined in terms of projections, permutations
and/or operations, similarly to what happens with F , G, H1
and H2. This fact allows us to include every original axiomatic
definition and its potential extensions to more complex struc-
tures in a single (encompassing) formulation.
Once we have established the general formulation of the
properties to be listed in further axiomatic definitions, we can
introduce the concept of “L-fuzzy notion”, characterised by a
finite sequence of those “L-fuzzy properties”:
Definition 2: Consider a pair of lattices, L and L′ and a
finite sequence of L-fuzzy properties P(1), . . . ,P(r), where
P (i) = P
(F (i),G(i),H
(i)
1 ,H
(i)
2 ,T
(i),λ
(i)
1 ,λ
(i)
2 ,λ
(i)
3 ,4(i),5(i),©(i))
,
for a certain sequence of mappings and operators, for all i =
1, . . . , r. A mapping M : ∪m∈NL[m]k → L′ is said to satisfy
the L-fuzzy notion N = N(P(1), . . . ,P(l)) if it satisfies all
the above r L-fuzzy properties.
In the next subsections, we will show some examples of
well-known axiomatic definitions in the context of fuzzy sets,
together with their extensions to more general structures, and
prove that all of them can be seen as particular cases of
Definition 2.
A. Operations between fuzzy sets
In 1965, Zadeh [12] proposed the well known (constructive)
definitions of union, intersection and complement of fuzzy
sets. Later on in 1982, Klement [13] suggested to generalise
them, by means of providing three separate lists of axioms
that those three operations should satisfy in general (and that
Zadeh’s particular constructive definitions did satisfy). To give
an example of those axiomatic definitions, let us recall his
notion of intersection:
Definition 3: A mapping M : [0, 1]U × [0, 1]U → [0, 1]U is
called an intersection if and only if the following properties
are satisfied:
(I) Neutral element.- M(A, 1U ) = A, where 1U denotes the
constant membership function 1U (x) = 1, ∀x ∈ U,
(II) Monotonicity.- If C ≤ A and D ≤ B then M(C,D) ≤
M(A,B),
(III) Symmetry.- M(A,B) =M(B,A), ∀A,B ∈ [0, 1]U ,
(IV) Associativity.- M(M(A,B), C) = M(A,M(B,C)),
∀A,B,C ∈ [0, 1]U .
If we replace [0, 1] by a generic lattice L and we consider
the collection of all finite universes of the form U = [m] =
{1, . . . ,m}, Klement’s definition of intersection can be alter-
natively formulated as follows:
Definition 4: Coinsider a lattice L. A mapping M :
∪m∈NL[m]2 → ∪m∈NL[m] is called an L-fuzzy intersection if
and only if the following properties are satisfied, for every
m ∈ N:
(I) Neutral element.- M(A, [m]) =L[m] A, where 1L[m]
denotes the top element of (L[m],≤L[m])
(II) Monotonicity.- If C ≤L[m] A and D ≤L[m] B then
M(C,D) ≤L[m] M(A,B),
(III) Symmetry.- M(A,B) =L[m] M(B,A), ∀A,B ∈ L[m],
(IV) Associativity.- M(M(A,B), C) =L[m]
M(A,M(B,C)), ∀A,B,C ∈ L[m].
Let us now prove that Definition 4 corresponds to an L-
fuzzy notion, i.e., it is a particular instance of Definition 2.
In other words, let us check that the conditions (I)-(IV) are
particular instances of L-fuzzy properties, and therefore, each
of them fits the formulation established in Equation (1),
Proposition 1: The notion of L-fuzzy intersection is a
particular case of L-fuzzy notion.
Proof: Let us prove that each of the four conditions es-
tablished in Definition 4 admits an alternative formulation
in terms of Equation (1). We can check that a mapping
M : ∪m∈NL[m]2 → ∪m∈NL[m] is and L-fuzzy intersection
if and only if the following properties are satisfied:
(I) {(A,B) ∈ L[m]2 : F (I)(A,B) ≥L[m]2 G
(I)(A,B)} ⊆
{(A,B) ∈ L[m]2 :M(H(I)1 (A,B)) = T (I)(A,B)},
where F (I), G(I), H(I)1 and T
(I) are respectively defined
on L[m]2 as follows:
• F (I)(A,B) = H(I)1 (A,B) = (A,B),
• G(I)(A,B) = (A, 1[m]) and
• T (I)(A,B) = A, ∀ (A,B) ∈ L[m]2 ,
where 1[m] : [m] → L is the constant mapping
1[m](x) = 1L, ∀x ∈ [m], ∀m ∈ N.
(Let the reader notice that F (I)(A,B) ≥
L
[m]
2
G(I)(A,B)
if and only if B = 1[m], and therefore we can easily
deduce that the above formulation in terms of F (I),
G(I), H(I)1 and T
(I) is equivalent to the above original
formulation included in Definition 4.
(II) {((A,B), (C,D)) ∈ L[m]2∗2 :
F (II)((A,B), (C,D)) ≤
L
[m]
2∗2
G(II)((A,B), (C,D))} ⊆
{((A,B), (C,D)) ∈ L[m]2∗2 :
M(H
(II)
1 ((A,B), (C,D))) ≥L[m]2
M(H
(II)
2 ((A,B), (C,D)))},
where
• F (II)((A,B), (C,D)) = ((A,B), (C,D)),
• G(II)((A,B), (C,D)) = ((A,B), (A∧C,B∧D))),
• H(II)1 ((A,B), (C,D)) = (A,B), and
• H(II)2 ((A,B), (C,D)) = (C,D),
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∀A,B,C,D ∈ L[m], and ∀m ∈ N.
(Let us notice that
F (II)((A,B), (C,D)) ≤
L
[m]
2∗2
G(II)((A,B), (C,D))
if and only if C ≤L[m] A and D ≤L[m] B).
(III) {((A,B), (C,D)) ∈ L[m]2∗2 :
F (III)((A,B), (C,D)) ≤
L
[m]
2∗2
G(III)((A,B), (C,D))} ⊆
{((A,B), (C,D)) ∈ L[m]2∗2 :
M(H
(III)
1 ((A,B), (C,D))) ≤L[m]2
M(H
(III)
2 ((A,B), (C,D)))},
where
• F (III)((A,B), (C,D)) = ((D,C), (B,A)),
• G(III)((A,B), (C,D)) = ((A,B), (C,D)),
• H(III)1 ((A,B), (C,D)) = (D,C),
• H(III)2 ((A,B), (C,D)) = (B,A),
∀A,B,C,D ∈ L[m], and ∀m ∈ N.
Let us check that the above condition means that M
is symmetric. In fact, we observe that the condition
F (III)((A,B), (C,D)) ≤
L
[m]
2∗2
G(III)((A,B), (C,D)) is
equivalent to the condition (C,D) = (B,A). Let
us also notice that M is symmetric if and only if
M(A,B) ≥L[m] M(B,A), ∀ (A,B) ∈ L[m]2 , i.e., the
condition M(A,B) ≥L[m] M(B,A), ∀ (A,B) ∈ L[m]2
is equivalent to the -initially supposedly stronger- con-
dition M(A,B) =M(B,A), ∀ (A,B) ∈ L[m]2 .
(IV) {((A,B), (C,D)) ∈ L[m]2∗2 :
F (IV)((A,B), (C,D))≤
L
[m]
2∗2
G(IV)((A,B), (C,D))} ⊆
{(A,B), (C,D) ∈ L[m]2∗2 :
M(H
(IV)
1 ((A,B), (C,D)) =
M(H
(IV)
2 ((A,B), (C,D))},
where
• F (IV)((A,B), (C,D)) =
((M(A,B), C), (A,M(B,C))),
• G(IV)((A,B), (C,D)) =
((1[m], 1[m]), (1[m], 1[m])),
• H(IV)1 ((A,B), (C,D)) = (M(A,B), C),
• H(IV)2 ((A,B), (C,D)) = (A,M(B,C)),
∀A,B,C,D ∈ L[m], ∀m ∈ N.
The above condition means that M is associative: First
of all, let us notice that every tuple ((A,B), (C,D)) ∈
L
[m]
2∗2 straightforwardly satisfies the condition
F (IV)((A,B), (C,D))≤
L
[m]
2∗2
G(IV)((A,B), (C,D)).
Thus, the above condition is equivalent to the following
one:
M(H
(IV)
1 ((A,B), (C,D)) =M(H
(IV)
2 ((A,B), (C,D)),
for every tuple ((A,B), (C,D)) ∈ L[m]2∗2, i.e., it is
equivalent to the condition:
M(M(A,B), C) =M((A,M(B,C))),
∀A,B,C ∈ L[m]. 
Remark 5: The general formulation considered in Equation
(1) admits plenty of possibilities for H1 and H2 in relation
with F and G. Let us nevertheless notice that they may
coincide in many cases with the components of the mapping
F , as it happens in all the previous examples.
Remark 6: We can easily check that Definition 4 comes
down to Klement’s definition of intersection (Definition 3) for
L = [0, 1]. On the other hand, when (L,≤L) is considered to
be the family of subintervals of [0, 1], together with the usual
partial interval ordering, then it can be seen as generalization
of Klement’s definition to the case of interval-valued fuzzy
sets. We could even assume that the lattice L coincides with
the family of fuzzy subsets of the unit interval [0, 1][0,1]. In
that case, Definition 4 would be an axiomatic definition of
the notion of intersection between type 2 fuzzy sets. Our
definition also generalizes Torra’s definition of intersection
between hesitant fuzzy sets, as we check in the next remark.
Thus, the formulation established in Equation (1) simultane-
ously encompasses Klement’s axioms and their corresponding
generalizations to IVF, T2F and HF sets. Something analogous
can be said about the axiomatic definitions of the operations
of union and complement.
Remark 7: The notions of intersection, union and comple-
ment have been also considered in other fuzzy-related contexts
such as hesitant fuzzy sets ([4]). According to Torra, a (typ-
ical) hesitant fuzzy set is characterised by a finite-set-valued
membership function, i.e, by mapping A : U → ℘F ([0, 1]),
where ℘F ([0, 1]) denotes the collection of finite non-empty
subsets of [0, 1]. Let HFS(U) denote the family of typical
hesitant fuzzy subsets of U . Torra [4] introduced constructive
definitions of intersection, union and complement of hesitant
sets, extending Zadeh’s original definition to this context. The
intersection of two hesitant fuzzy sets A,B ∈ HFS(U) is
defined as the hesitant fuzzy set A ∩ B ∈ HFS(U) defined
as follows:
A∩B(x) = {c ∈ A(x)∪B(x) : c ≤ min{maxA(x),maxB(x)}}.
We can easily check that the above expression is equivalent
to the following one:
A ∩B(x) = {min{a, b} : a ∈ A(x), b ∈ B(x)}.
If we consider the component-wise ordering between finite
subsets of the unit interval defined by Farhadinia in [14],
and the inclusion of hesitant sets based on it ≤H , then
the pair (HFS(U),≤H) satisfies the properties of lattices.
(Please see [15] for a detailed explanation.) Taking this fact
into account, we can easily observe that Torra’s definition of
intersection can be also regarded as a particularisation of the
general notion of intersection introduced in Definition 4, and
therefore, according to Proposition 1, also a particularisation
of Definition 2.
B. Real-valued measures
During the last decades, many authors have introduced
different axioms of measures of similarity, dissimilarity, dis-
tance, divergence, etc. between fuzzy sets (see [16] and [17]
for an overview). Some of those definitions have been also
recently extended to more general contexts such as Atanassov
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intuitionistic fuzzy sets or interval-valued fuzzy sets (see [18],
[19], [9]) or type 2 fuzzy sets (see definition provided in [20]
also recalled in [21]). As an example of this kind of definitions,
we will provide below an axiomatic definition of “distance”
initially defined in the context of fuzzy sets and later extended
by Dengfeng and Chuntian [18] to the context of interval-
valued fuzzy sets:
Definition 5: A mapping M : [0, 1]U×[0, 1]U → R is called
a measure of similarity between fuzzy sets if it satisfies the
following axioms:
(V) 0 ≤M(A,B), ∀ (A,B) ∈ [0, 1]U × [0, 1]U .
(VI) M(A,B) ≤ 1, ∀ (A,B) ∈ [0, 1]U × [0, 1]U .
(VII) M(A,B) =M(B,A), ∀ (A,B) ∈ [0, 1]U × [0, 1]U .
(VIII) If A ⊆ B ⊆ C ⇒M(A,C) ≤M(A,B).
(IX) If A ⊆ B ⊆ C ⇒M(A,C) ≤M(B,C)}.
The above definition can be extended to the case of L′-
valued similarity measures between pairs of L-fuzzy sets as
follows:
Definition 6: Consider a pair of lattices L and L′. A mapping
M : ∪m∈NL[m]2 → L′ is called an L-fuzzy similarity if the
following properties are satisfied:
(V) 0L′ ≤L′ M(A,B), ∀ (A,B) ∈ L[m]2 .
(VI) M(A,B) ≤L′ 1L′ , ∀ (A,B) ∈ L[m]2 .
(VII) M(A,B) =L′ M(B,A), ∀ (A,B) ∈ L[m]2 .
(VIII) If A ≤L[m] B ≤L[m] C ⇒M(A,C) ≤L′ M(A,B).
(IX) If A ≤L[m] B ≤L[m] C ⇒M(A,C) ≤L′ M(B,C)}.
Remark 8: Strictly speaking the property of Symmetry
included in Definition 4 (Property (VII)) does not exactly
coincide with Property (III) from Definition 4, as the respective
codomains, ∪m∈NL[m]2 and L′ of the corresponding mappings
do not coincide. In fact, Property (III) can be seen as a
particular instance of Property (VII).
Similarly to what we have done in the previous section, we
will show that everyone of the above axioms can be seen as
a particular case of Equation (1).
Proposition 2: The notion of L-fuzzy similarity is a partic-
ular case of L-fuzzy notion.
Proof: We can easily observe that a mapping M :
∪m∈NL[m]2 → L′ is an L-fuzzy similarity if and only if the
following properties are satisfied:
(V) {(A,B) ∈ L[m]2 : F (V)(A,B) ≤L[m]2 G
(V)(A,B)} ⊆
{(A,B) ∈ L[m]2 : M(H(V)1 (A,B)) ≥ T (V)(A,B)},
where
• F (V)(A,B) = (A,B),
• G(V)(A,B) = (1[m], 1[m])
• H(V)1 = F
(V), and
• T (V)(A,B) = 0L′ ,
∀ (A,B) ∈ L[m]2 , ∀m ∈ N.
(VI) {(A,B) ∈ L[m]2 : F (VI)(A,B) ≤L[m]2 G
(VI)(A,B)} ⊆
{(A,B) ∈ L[m]2 : M(H(VI)1 (A,B)) ≤ T (VI)(A,B)},
where
• F (VI)(A,B) = (A,B),
• G(VI)(A,B) = (1[m], 1[m])
• H(VI)1 = F ,
• T (VI)(A,B) = 1L′ ,
∀ (A,B) ∈ L[m]2 , ∀m ∈ N.
(VII) {((A,B), (C,D)) ∈ L[m]2∗2 :
F (III)((A,B), (C,D)) ≤
L
[m]
2∗2
G(III)((A,B), (C,D))} ⊆
{((A,B), (C,D)) ∈ L[m]2∗2 :
M(H
(III)
1 ((A,B), (C,D))) ≤L′
M(H
(III)
2 ((A,B), (C,D)))},
where F (III), G(III),
H
(III)
1 , and H
(III)
2 are the ones defined in Proposition 1.
∀A,B,C,D ∈ L[m], and ∀m ∈ N. (The only thing that
changes wrt Part (III) in Proposition 1 is the codomain
of the mapping M .)
(VIII) {(A,B) ∈ L[m]2 : F (V)((A,B), (C,D)) ≤L[m]2
G(V)((A,B), (C,D))} ⊆
{(A,B) ∈ L[m]2 :M(H(V)1 ((A,B), (C,D))) ≥
M(H
(V)
2 ((A,B), (C,D)))},
where
• F (VIII) is the identity, i.e.
F (VIII)((A,B), (C,D)) =
((A,B), (C,D)), ∀ ((A,B), (C,D)) ∈ L[m]2∗2
and
• G(VIII)((A,B), (C,D)) =
((C,B), (A,B)),∀ ((A,B), (C,D)) ∈ L[m]2∗2.
• H(VIII)1 ((A,B), (C,D)) =
F
(VIII)
1 ((A,B), (C,D)) = (A,B)
• H(VIII)2 = F
(VIII)
2 ((A,B), (C,D)) = (C,D)
(We can easily observe that F (VIII)((A,B), (C,D)) ≤
G(VIII)((A,B), (C,D)) if and only if A = C and D ⊆
B). 
Some authors (see [22]) add the following (boundary)
conditions to be satisfied by similarity measures between fuzzy
sets:
(X) If A = B, then M(A,B) = 1.
(XI) If A ∈ 2U and B = Ac then M(A,B) = 0, where
Ac : U → [0, 1] denotes the complement, i.e. Ac(x) =
1−A(x), ∀x ∈ U.
These conditions can also be expressed as particular in-
stances of Equation (1), as we prove below.
Proposition 3: Conditions (X) and (XI) are L-fuzzy prop-
erties.
Proof: We can easily observe that they can be written
alternatively as follows:
(X) {(A,B) ∈ L[m]2 : F (X)(A,B) ≤L[m]2 G
(X)(A,B)} ⊆
{(A,B) ∈ L[m]2 : M(H(X)1 (A,B)) = T (X)(A,B)},
where
• F (X)(A,B) = (A,B)
• G(X)(A,B) = (B,A)
• H(X)1 (A,B) = (A,B),
• T (X)(A,B) = 1L′ ,
∀ (A,B) ∈ L[m]2 , ∀m ∈ N.
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(XI) {(A,B) ∈ L[m]2 : F (XI)(A,B) ≤L[m]2 G
(XI)(A,B)} ⊆
{(A,B) ∈ L[m]2 : M(H(XI)1 (A,B)) = T (XI)(A,B)},
where F (XI) and G(XI) H(XI)1 and T
(XI) are respec-
tively defined on L[m]2 as follows:
• F (XI)(A,B) = (A ∧B,U),
• G(XI)(A,B) = (∅, A ∨B),
• H(XI)1 = F
(XI)(A,B) = (A ∧B,U),
• T (XI)(A,B) = 0L′ ,
∀ (A,B) ∈ L[m]2 , ∀m ∈ N.
We can observe that F (XI)(A,B) ≤
L
[m]
2
G(XI)(A,B)
if and only if A(x)∧B(x) = 0′L and A(x∨B(x) = 1′L
for all x ∈ [m], something that is satisfied in partic-
ular when (A(x), B(x)) ∈ {(0L, 1L), (1L, 0L)} for all
x n[m]. 
Similarity measures considered by Dengfeng and Chuntian
are numerical-valued, even when computing the similarity
between two AIF sets. But, as we have mentioned in the Intro-
duction, other authors have considered set-valued extensions
of the notion of similarity to the cases of IVF and AIF sets. To
give an example, the axiomatic definition introduced by Galar
et al. in [23] considers interval-valued similarity measures
between IVF sets. Their definition also matches Definition 2.
More concretely, it particularises Axioms V-XI together with
Axiom XII (below) to the case L = L′ = I([0, 1]):
(XII) M(A,B) =M(Ac, Bc), for all (A,B) ∈ L[m]2 ,
The above condition can be alternative expressed as an L-
fuzzy property as follows:
(XII) {((A,B), (C,D)) ∈ LU2∗2 :
F (XII)((A,B), (C,D)) = G(XII)((A,B), (C,D))} =
{(A,B) ∈ LU2∗2 :M(H(XII)1 ((A,B), (C,D))) =
M(H
(XII)
2 ((A,B), (C,D)))},
where
• F (XII)((A,B), (C,D)) = ((A,B), (C,D)),
• G(XII)((A,B), (C,D)) = ((Cc, Dc), (A,B)),
• H(XII)1 ((A,B), (C,D)) = (A,B),
• H(XII)2 ((A,B), (C,D)) = (C,D),
∀ ((A,B), (C,D)) ∈ L[m]2∗2, ∀m ∈ N.
Thus, we can can deduce that the notion of interval-valued
similarity measure proposed by Galar et al. [23] can be also
generalized as an L-fuzzy notion.
IV. CONCLUDING REMARKS AND FURTHER PERSPECTIVES
In summary, we had proposed in [1] two general notions
encompassing, as particular cases, many extensions of ax-
iomatic definitions from the context of (ordinary) fuzzy sets
to the cases of IVF and AIF sets. In this paper we have
introduced a single formulation that does not only include
all those extensions of numerical-valued measures, but also
additional extensions of other types of functions, such as
operations between fuzzy sets.
In Subsections III-A and III-B, we have only mentioned
some examples to illustrate this fact, but many additional
extensions to different contexts of well-known “fuzzy” notions
encountered in the literature can be also regarded as particu-
larisations of Definition 2. Some of them could be framed
into the pair of general definitions proposed in [1]: In this
regard, some examples of set-valued axiomatic extensions to
the frameworks of IVF and IF-sets, such as the “set-valued
inclusion” by Cornelis and Kerre in [24] (originally defined
by Sinha-Dougherty [25] in the context of fuzzy sets), of some
set-valued similarity measures independently introduced by
Stachowiak-Dyczkowski in [26] and Galar et al. in [23], can
be seen as particular instances of Definition 5 in [1]. On the
other hand, some numerical-valued extensions like the notions
of similarity between two AIF sets (two different variants have
been respectively proposed in [18] and [19]), distance [19],
dissimilarity [9] or divergence [9] can be regarded as particular
examples of Definition 11 in [1].
All the above examples can be framed in turn into the
general setting proposed here, and seen as particular instances
of the general definition of L-fuzzy notion. But with this new
general formulation, we do not restrict ourselves to the con-
texts of IVF and AIF sets, and therefore we can cite additional
examples from the literature that could not be included in our
initial formulation proposed in [1], like the notions of inclusion
and similarity between T2F sets introduced by Yang and Lin in
[27], the notions of similarity and distance between T2F sets
considered by Hung and Yang [28], different axiomatisations
of similarity, distance and entropy between hesitant fuzzy
sets (see [14], [29], for instance) inclusion measures between
hesitant fuzzy sets [29], divergences between hesitant fuzzy
sets [10]. Further examples in different generalised contexts
can be found. Notwithstanding, an exhaustive list of the ax-
iomatic definitions that can be regarded as particular instances
of Definition 2 would fall outside the scope of this manuscript.
One of the main features of this new formulation is that we
do not need separate equations for every particular framework,
but the same formula applies in different contexts, each of
them referring to a particular instance of the lattice L. Thus, a
single general L-fuzzy notion encompasses the original fuzzy
notion, together with its possible extensions to more complex
frameworks.
Another feature of this general formulation is that we do
not need to distinguish between scalar and interval-valued
extensions of the original notions in the fuzzy sets context.
We can use the same formulation for both of them, by means
of referring to a general lattice L′, that can be instantiated
as a bounded interval, the set of subintervals of a given
interval, etc. In our previous paper [1] we just referred to
numerical and interval-valued generalisations, but this more
general formulation, including a general lattice L′ opens the
door to consider other extensions with different types of
outcomes (like fuzzy-valued extensions of numerical-valued
measures, for instance).
According to the general formula proposed in Equation (1),
many axiomatic fuzzy notions can be reformulated as L-fuzzy
notions. Taking all these facts into account would contribute to
a unified view about the study of different measures and opera-
tions. It could furthermore result in a reduction in the number
of mathematical proofs, counterexamples and definitions, as
they would not need to be separately formulated in every
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particular context. Furthermore, in some cases, the general
formulation in terms of lattices could reduce the complexity
of some results, as some particular lattices considered in
the literature (let us think about complex structures such as
interval-valued hesitant sets, for instance) involve the treatment
of a multitude of parameters.
Notwithstanding, a particular formulation in a specific con-
text can be justified by the need to emphasise an specific
interpretation of that notion in that particular framework.
In the near future, we plan to evaluate different constructive
extension procedures from the literature under the light of this
general formulation, and see whether they can be encompassed
in a single general one. In particular, we will try to check
whether the three constructive extension methods proposed in
[11] for set-valued extended measures (which encompasses in
turn a multitude of particular constructions, see [30], [31],
[32], [33], [34], [35], [36] for some examples) and the three
additional extension methods proposed at the end of [1] for
numerical-valued extensions (encompassing many constructive
proposals such as [37], [38], [39], [40], [41], [42], [43]) can be
regarded as particular instances of a more general formulation.
ACKNOWLEDGMENT
This work is partially supported by TIN2016-77356-P and
TIN2017-84804-R (Spanish Ministry of Science and Innova-
tion) and GRUPIN18-226 (Regional Ministry of the Principal-
ity of Asturias).
REFERENCES
[1] I. Couso, H. Bustince, From fuzzy sets to interval-valued and Atanassov
intuitionistic fuzzy sets: a unified view of different axiomatic measures,
IEEE Transactions on Fuzzy Systems 27 (2019) 362-371.
[2] L.A. Zadeh, The concept of a linguistic variable and its application to
approximate reasoning-I, Information Sciences 8 (1975) 199-249.
[3] K. Atanassov, Intuitionistic fuzzy sets, Fuzzy Sets and Systems 20
(1986) 87-96.
[4] V. Torra, Hesitant fuzzy sets, Int. J of lntelligent Systems 25 (2010)
529-539.
[5] H. Bustince, E. Barrenechea, M. Pagola, J. Ferna´ndez, Z. Xu, B. Bedre-
gal, J. Montero, H. Hagras, F. Herrera, B. de Baets, A Historical Account
of Types of Fuzzy Sets and Their Relationships, IEEE Transactions on
Fuzzy Systems 24 (2016) 179-194.
[6] J.A. Goguen, L−fuzzy sets, Journal of Mathematical Analysis and
Applications 18 (1967) 145-174.
[7] L. De Miguel, H. Bustince, B. de Baets, Convolution lattices, Fuzzy
Sets and Systems 335 (2018) 67-93.
[8] S. Montes, I. Couso, P. Gil, C. Bertoluzza, Divergence measure between
fuzzy sets, International Journal of Approximate Reasoning 30 (2002)
91-105.
[9] I. Montes, N.R. Pal, V. Janis, S. Montes, Divergence measures for
intuitionistic fuzzy sets, IEEE Transactions on Fuzzy Systems 23 (2015)
444-456.
[10] V. Kobza, V. Janis, S. Montes, Divergence measures on hesitant fuzzy
sets, Journal of Intelligent & Fuzzy Systems 33 (2017) 1589-1601.
[11] I. Couso, H. Bustince, Three categories of set-valued generalisations
from fuzzy sets to interval-valued and Atanassov intuitionistic fuzzy
sets, IEEE Transactions on Fuzzy Systems 26 (2018) 3112-3121.
[12] L.A. Zadeh, Fuzzy sets, Inform. Control 8 (1965) 338-353.
[13] E. P. Klement, Operations on Fuzzy Sets-An Axiomatic Approach,
Information Sciences 27 (1982) 221-232.
[14] B. Farhadinia, Information measures for hesitant fuzzy sets and interval-
valued hesitant fuzzy sets, Information Sciences 240 (2013) 129-144.
[15] B. Bedregal, R. Reiser, H. Bustince, C. Lo´pez-Molina, V. Torra, Aggre-
gation functions for typical hesitant fuzzy elements and the action of
automorphisms. Information Sciences, 255 (2014) 82-99.
[16] I. Couso, L. Garrido, L. Sa´nchez, Similarity and dissimilarity measures
between fuzzy sets: A formal relational study, Information Sciences 229
(2013) 122-141.
[17] I. Couso, L. Sa´nchez, Additive similarity and dissimilarity measures,
Fuzzy Sets and Systems 322 (2017) 35-53.
[18] L. Dengfeng, C. Chuntian, New similarity measures of intuitionistic
fuzzy sets and application to pattern recognition, Pattern Recognition
Letters 23 (2002) 221-225.
[19] H. Zhang, W. Zhang, C. Mei, Entropy of interval-valued fuzzy sets based
on distance and its relationship with similarity measure, Knowledge-
Based Systems 22 (2009) 449-454.
[20] D. Wu, J. Mendel, Vector Similarity Measure for Interval Type-2 Fuzzy
Sets, Fuzz IEEE 2007.
[21] D. Wu, J. Mendel, Similarity Measures for Closed General Type-2
Fuzzy Sets: Overview, Comparisons, and a Geometric Approach, IEEE
Transactions on Fuzzy Systems, DOI 10.1109/TFUZZ.2018.2862869.
[22] L. Xuecheng, Entropy, distance measure and similarity measure of fuzzy
sets and their relations, Fuzzy Sets and Systems 52 (1992) 305-318.
[23] M. Galar, J. Ferna´ndez, G. Beliakov, H. Bustince, Interval-Valued Fuzzy
Sets Applied to Stereo Matching of Color Images, IEEE Transactions
on Image Processing 20 (2011) 1949-1961.
[24] C. Cornelis, E. Kerre, Inclusion Measures in Intuitionistic Fuzzy Set
Theory, In: T.D. Nielsen, N.L. Zhang (Eds.) Symbolic and Quantitative
Approaches to Reasoning with Uncertainty, LNCS 2711, 345-356.
[25] D. Sinha, E.R. Dougherty, Fuzzification of set inclusion: theory and
applications Fuzzy Sets and Systems 55 (1993) 15-42.
[26] A. Stachowiak and K. Dyczkowski, A Similarity Measure with Uncer-
tainty for Incompletely Known Fuzzy Sets, Fuzz IEEE 2013.
[27] M.S. Yang, D.C. Lin, On similarity and inclusion measures between
type-2 fuzzy sets with an application to clustering, Computers and
Mathematics with Applications 57 (2009) 896-907.
[28] W-L. Hung, M-S Yang, Similarity measures between type-2 fuzzy sets,
Internationa Journal of Uncertainty, Fuzziness and Knowledge-Based
Systems 12 (2004) 827-841.
[29] H. Zhang, S.Yang, Inclusion measure for typical hesitant fuzzy sets, the
relative similarity measure and fuzzy entropy, Soft Computing 20 (2016)
1277-1287.
[30] E. Szmidt, J. Kacprzyk, A Concept of a Probability of an Intuitionis-
tic Fuzzy Event, 1999 IEEE International Fuzzy Systems Conference
Proceedings, 1346-1349.
[31] P. Grzegorzewski, Conditional probability and independence of intuition-
istic fuzzy events, NIFS 6 (2000) 7-14.
[32] M. B. Gorzalczany, A method of inference in approximate reasoning
based on interval-valued fuzzy sets. Fuzzy sets and Systems 21(1987)
1-17.
[33] H. Bustince, Indicator of inclusion grade for interval-valued fuzzy sets.
Application to approximate reasoning based on interval-valued fuzzy
sets. International Journal of Approximate Reasoning 23 (2000) 137-
209.
[34] P. Grzegorzewski, On possible and necessary inclusion of intuitionistic
fuzzy sets, Information Sciences 181 (2011) 342-350.
[35] A. Niewiadomski, Cylindric extensions of interval-valued fuzzy sets
in data linguistic summaries, Journal of Ambient Intelligence and
Humanized Computing 4 (2013) 369-376.
[36] E. Szmidt, J. Kacprzyk, Entropy for intuitionistic fuzzy sets, Fuzzy Sets
and Systems 118 (2001) 467-477.
[37] W-L. Hung, M-S Yang, Similarity measures of intuitionistic fuzzy sets
based on Lp metric, International Journal of Approximate Reasoning 46
(2007) 120-136.
[38] C-M. Hwang, M-S. Yang, W-L. Hung, M-G. Lee, A similarity measure
of intuitionistic fuzzy sets based on the Sugeno integral with its
application to pattern recognition, Information Sciences 189 (2012) 93-
109.
[39] J. Li, G. Deng, H. Li, W. Zeng, The relationship between similarity
measure and entropy of intuitionistic fuzzy set, Information Sciences
188 (2012) 314-321.
[40] Z.S. Xu, An overview of distance and similarity measures of intu-
itionistic fuzzy sets, International Journal of Uncertainty, Fuzziness and
Knowledge- Based Systems 16 (2008) 529-555.
[41] P. Grzegorzewski, Distances between intuitionistic fuzzy sets and/or
interval-valued fuzzy sets based on the Hausdorff metric, Fuzzy Sets
and Systems 148 (2004) 319-328.
[42] E. Szmidt, J. Kacprzyk, Distances between intuitionistic fuzzy sets,
Fuzzy Sets and Systems 114 (2000) 505-518.
[43] W. Wang, X. Xin, Distance measure between intuitionistic fuzzy sets,
Pattern Recognition Letters 26 (2005) 2063-2069.
IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON FUZZY SYSTEMS, VOL. XX, NO. X, XXX 20XX 9
PLACE
PHOTO
HERE
Ine´s Couso received the Ph.D. degree in Mathemat-
ics in 1999 from the University of Oviedo (Spain).
Member of the Department of Statistics and O.R.,
University of Oviedo. She was an invited researcher
at Universite´ Paul Sabatier (Toulouse) (IRIT, 2009
and CIMI, 2015) and at Universite´ de Montpellier
2 (LIRMM, 2011 and 2016). She currently serves
as Area Editor for “Fuzzy Sets and Systems” and
as Senior Area Editor for the “International Journal
of Approximate Reasoning”. Her research interests
include foundations of fuzzy sets, imprecise proba-
bilities, random sets, fuzzy random variables, statistics with coarse data and
information theory.
PLACE
PHOTO
HERE
Humberto Bustince (M’08-SM’15) received the
Ph.D. degree in Mathematics from the Public Uni-
versity of Navarra, Pamplona, Spain, in 1994. He is
currently a Full Professor with the Department of
Automatics and Computation of this University. He
is the author of more than 200 published original
articles. His research interests include fuzzy logic
theory, extensions of fuzzy sets, fuzzy measures,
aggregation functions, and fuzzy techniques for im-
age processing. Dr. Bustince is an Editorial Board
Member of IEEE Transactions on Fuzzy Systems,
Fuzzy Sets and Systems and Information Fusion.
PLACE
PHOTO
HERE
Luciano Sa´nchez (M’07-SM’15) received the Ph.D.
degree in Electronic Engineering from the University
of Oviedo, Spain in 1994. He is currently a Full
Professor with the Department of Computer Science,
University of Oviedo. His research goals include
the theoretical study of algorithms for mathematical
modelling and intelligent data analysis, and the ap-
plication of these techniques to practical problems
of industrial modelling, signal processing, condi-
tion monitoring and dimensional metrology. IEEE
Outstanding Paper Award in 2013 IEEE Interna-
tional Conference on Fuzzy Systems (Hyderabad, India). 2013 Rolls-Royce
Deutschland Engineering Innovationspreis (Berlin, Germany). Editorial board
member of Sensors (MDPI), International Journal of Approximate Reasoning
(Elsevier) and Smart Science (Taylor and Francis).
